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











What are the valued indicators of 
school performance? 
What  are  the  prioritizedWhat are the prioritized 
outcomes? 
What What  evidence evidence  will  will  bolster thebolster  
credibility of the system? 

the 

 How w  ill states   create coherentHow will states create  
accountability systems? 

coherent 
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







Focus on the indicators, especially to 
account for college and career readiness.  

broadening 

This This  may include: may include: 
◦	 

◦	 

◦	 

Along-The-Way Indicators: “Is the student making progress 
toward readiness standards?” (e.g. course credit) 
Attainment Indicators: “Has the student met readiness 

expectations?” (e.g. diploma or career credential)
 
Post Secondary Indicators: “What evidence certifies that the 
student is achieving post-secondary success?” (e.g. 
enrollment/p/performance in credit bearingg course)) 

Consider role of ‘non-traditional’ measures of 
effectiveness (e.g. academic behaviors, contextual 
skills, see Conley, D.T.)

l  d  l h  l d d h  Importantly, indicators signal what is valued and have 
a strong connection to the theory of action for the 
system. 
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position) 

Adapted from Gong, B. Reidy Interactive Lecture Series (RILS), 
September, 2011. 
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CollegeCollege 
and career 
ready
benchmark 

Startingg
 
point
 

End A – 
most/allmost/all  

students on 
target, 

variance same 
as start (could 
change relative

End B – 
most/t/all ll 

students on 
target, little 

score variance 

End C – 
most/all

students on

more
target,
more 

variance



A thoughtful approach to growth targets should consider how 
standards interact with status. 

Status/Growth Combinations 
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





Two ways (at least) to
consider growth:


Normative
◦ 
◦ 

Normative 
Criterion (or growth to standard) 

Both are important and
complimentarycomplimentary 
Ideally, the are used
iteratively
◦◦ 

◦	

 


 Examine  patterns of Examine patterns of 
performance for 


 
schools and 


subgroups to set initial 


and what is 
expectations for what 

reasonable

is possible

and what is reasonable 
 For students that grow at 

specified rates, what is the 

pp robabilityy of attainingg or 
maintaining target status? 

Example depiction of norm and 
criterion referencedcriterion  growth basedbased on referenced growth on 
SGP. Betebenner, D. W. 
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









To 
 groups 

what degree are outcomes stable for schools/ 
 of  various tvarious types  ypes  and sand size?  ize? (reliability)groups of (reliability) 

To what extent are the results associated with 

ED)
variables not related to effectiveness? (e.g. percent 
ED) 
What evidence bolsters the claim that classifications 
are 
and 

credible? (e.g. related to other valued quantitative 
 qualitative  indicators  not  modeled)and qualitative indicators not modeled)    

Are the results useful for improvement? 
Are negative consequences mitigated?  

Research is ongoing and should shape both initial 

desig g grefinements
n and on oing 

ESEA Forum 9/30/11 
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





As states consider multiple accountability / 
performance management systems (i.e. 
student, educator, school) coherence across 
systems is critical. 
Systems should encourage mutually 
supportive actions.  
Consider: 
◦
◦
◦

Components 
Consequences/ Supports 
Performance Targets 

ESEA Forum 9/30/11 1 
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Main Points 
• The examples given here are a, not the, way to measure district and 

school performance. They show what is possible, not what exactly to do.  
 

• These measures were developed over years, becoming better (more 
complex) over time. Start simple and improve. Listen to complaints by 
educators about what you’re missing. 
 

• There is vast technical flexibility to measure what you want. First, decide 
what you want to measure, then ask how to measure it, not the reverse. 
 

• Base what you measure on an overall strategy for using information 
about student results to motivate educators to accelerate student 
learning.  
 

• One overall strategy (~NYC’s) is to identify the highest achieving schools, 
given their populations; make their results the benchmark against which 
other schools are measured; empower all schools to meet or beat the 
benchmark; as schools “beat” it, raise the bar. 

1 



           

  

Evaluation Embedded in Broader Theory of Action
 

EMPOWER EMPOWER 

Devolve  Authority  to  Districts  and  Schools,  
Minimizing  Mandates  and  Categorical  Grants 

Fund  Districts  and  Schools  Per  Pupil,  Weighted  to  
Need 

Replace  Supervision  with  Accountable  Facilitation 

Encourage  Districts  and  Schools  to  Self‐Affiliate  into  
Clusters  Based   on  Common  Problems 

Manage  Portfolio  of  Districts  and  Schools 

ENABLEENABLE 

Frequently  Assess  Student  Learning,  Strengths  and  
Weaknesses 

Provide  Data  to  Educators   and  Parents,  with  Multiple  
Diagnostic  Comparisons 

Train  Educators  to  Work  in  Teams  to  Diagnose  and  Cure  
InsInsttructionalructional   FFaailuriluree  

Distribute  Knowledge  Horizontally  (Small  Innovation)  
and  Conduct  R&D  (Big  Innovation) 

EVALUATE
 

Rate  Districts,  Schools,  Educators  Based  on  Student  
Learning , GivenLearning  Given  Student  Challenge (Lagging)  Student Challenge   (Lagging) 

Qualitatively  Review  Districts,  Schools,  Educators  
Based  on  Strategic  Use  of  Available  Tools  (Leading) 

  en   SurSurvveeyy  PPararentts/Studens/Studentts/Ts/Teeacheracherss  onon School’s School s  
Learning  Conditions  &  Central  Support  (Leading) 

Align  to  State  and  Federal  Metrics 

ENFORCE  CONSEQUENCES
 

Reward  Districts,  Schools,  Principals,  Teams  and  
Teachers  Based on Student Learning Gains and Teachers Based  on  Student  Learning  Gains  and  
Strategic  Use  of  Available  Resources  

Close  or  Redesign  Districts,  Schools,  Counsel  Out  
Teachers,  and  Deny  Tenure  Based  on  Evidence  of  
Chronic  Failure Chronic Failure 

Align  All  Measures  of  Success  and  Forms  of  Recognition
to  Single  Set  of  Evaluation  Measures 13
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Assumptions 

State has College and Career Ready Expectations for all students 

State has High‐Quality Assessments in reading and math aligned to 
ththose expect ti  tations ththatt can measure studentt growth)t d  th) 
–	 Short‐term (modify existing assessments and data systems for these purposes) 

vs. long‐term (adopt better assessments and data systems) 

State wants to develop Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs) and use 
existing assessments to measure whether districts and schools meet 
them. 
–	 Applies to all districts and schools (not just Title I), while enabling State to use 

them to identify Priority, Focus, Rewards Schools for ESEA purposes 

NYC Example: All schools graded A B C D F based on progress‐ andNYC Example: All schools graded A, B, C, D, F based on progress and 
performance‐based AMOs 
–	 A  =  Reward  Schools 

 C,  DD  C, =  FoFo us Schools ccus Schools (f(failingailing  some  some populations, u   	   ca ss   (≥10%)    populations, cau iinngg   s achieachievvemenementt gap ) gaps)  (≥10%) 

 F   =  Priority  Schools  (failing  all  populations)  (≥ 5%) 

–	
–	

14 



         NYC Progress Report (page 1)
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Guiding Principles
 

AAMOs  should  motivate  and  diagnose ,  not  simplynot   sort MOs should motivate and diagnose  simply sort.  

 

Proficiency  and growth:  Evaluate  districts  and  schools  based  on  learning  levels 
students  reach  and gains  students  make 

MMeasures  off what  ed h ducators  add dd,  not  whhat  stud dents  start  w  Fiti hh: Focus  on  
outcomes  that  are  not  correlated  with  socioeconomic  status,  special  populations  or  
demographic  characteristics 

All  students  and students  most  in  need: E g  AMOs based on median outcome of 
all
All
  
 
s
s
t
tudents 

+ 
and  
   

 t .              
uden

s ., 
ts median  

udent
out

s
c
 
ome
mos
  
t 
of  
in 
each  
need: 

or  
E g
all  “ESEA”

AMOs
  
 based 
populat

on 
ions 
median outcome of 

Diagnostic  transparency:  Ensure  educators  can  re‐create  and  verify  results,  so  they  
know  ho
h l

w  
d kid
they

 
’re  being  

di
assessed

 
  and  why  they

i
  


did  or  didn’t  do  well—which 
 

schools  and  kids  are  not  succeeding:  no  regressions 

Multiple  measures:  Measure  desired  outcomes and actions that  generate  them. 

Realistic  measures  based  on  demonstrated,,  compparable experience:  E.g.,  base  
AMOs  on  how  districts  and  schools  performed  compared  to  

p
recent  perf

g ,
ormance  of  

all districts  and  schools  statewide and peer districts  and  schools that  serve  similar  
student  populations;  modify  periodically  to  reflect  recent  gains 

Known  targets:  Give  districts  and  schools  known  targets  to  aim  for  each  year; in Known targets: Give districts and schools known targets to aim for each year;  in  
theory,  everyone  can  get  an  ‘A’  if  all  make  significant  progress  (criterion  referenced) 
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1 

Longitudinal Progress to and Beyond 
Proficiency Leads to in High School And After

Average 8th grade ELA and Math Proficiency

55%

81%

93%

1.0             1.5              2.0             2.5              3.0             3.5              4.0             4.5

Historical 
Regents 

Graduation 
Rate

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%



Growth  Percentiles  Measure  Progress  on  the  Same 

ScScaleale  EvEveenn  ifif  Students  Start   Students Start  from  Different  Places
 from Different Places
 

 

 

 

3.7 (90th percentile) 

3.2 (50th percentile) 
3 03.0 

2.4 (10th percentile) 

 

 

 

4.4 (90th percentile) 

4.2 (50th percentile) 4.2 

3.7 (10th percentile) 

18

 

• Going  from  a  3.0  to  a  3.2  may  be  a  50th percentile  outcome,  while  staying  at  4.2  for  
two  years  may  also  be  a  50th percentile  outcome.   

• Starting  point  can  be  previous  year’s  scale  score  or  proficiency  rating  on  the  same test 
(e.g.,  grades  3‐8);  or  a  demographic  profile (e.g.,  for  grades  K‐2);  or  a  prior  score  on  a  
different test (e.g.,  grade  9‐12  exit  or  end  –of‐course  exams  anchored  to  scores  on  8th 

grgradeade  te   testst)) 

• Growth  percentiles  can  be  adjusted,  e.g.,  for  special  education  status;  overage  for  
grade 18 



Guiding Principles 

1 

AMOs should motivate and diagnose, not simply sort.  

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Proficiency and growth: Evaluate districts and schools based on learning levels 
students reach and gains students make 

Measures of what educators add, not what students start with: Focus on 
outcomes that are not correlated with socioeconomic status, special populations or 
demographic characteristics 

All students and students most in need: E.g., AMOs based on median outcome of 
all students + median outcome of each or all “ESEA” populations 

Diagnostic transparency: Ensure educators can re-create and verify results, so they 
know how they’re being assessed and why they did or didn’t do well—which 
schools and kids are not succeeding: no regressions 

Multiple measures: Measure desired outcomes and actions that generate them. 

Realistic measures based on demonstrated, comparable experience: E.g., base 
AMOs on how districts and schools performed compared to recent performance of 
all districts and schools statewide and peer districts and schools that serve similar 
student populations; modify periodically to reflect recent gains 

Known targets: Give districts and schools known targets to aim for each year; in 
theory, everyone can get an ‘A’ if all make significant progress (criterion referenced) 



   

   

   

   

       
       

         
     

         
     

•	

•	

•	

Closing the Achievement Gap 
•• 	 Student  Progress and  Performance   give  50%  weight to all students
 Student Progress and Performance give 50% weight  to  all  students  
and  50%  weight  to  lowest  performing  one‐third in  the  school 

•	 Points  also  awarded  for  exemplary  ggp y 	 ains  with  ESEA  popp pulations: 

 We  award  schools  “additional  credit”  
for  closing  the  achievement  gap  with  
high  need  populations 

 Elementary/Middle/K‐8  Schools  earn  
additional  credit  through  exemplary  
gains  on  State  tests,  with  their  high  
need  populations 

 High  Schools  earn  additional  credit  
through  exemplary  gains  based  on  
credit  accumulation  and/or  Regents  
results  with  their  high  need  
populationspopulations 

5 ESEA Populations 

1. English Language Learners 

2. Special Education Students 

3 Hi i S d  h3. Hispanic Students who are 
in the Lowest Third Citywide 

4. Black Students who are in 
the Lowest Third Citywide y 

5. Other Students who are in 
the Lowest Third Citywide 

19 



Guiding Principles 

1 

Realistic measures based on demonstrated, comparable experience: E.g., base 
AMOs on how districts and schools performed compared to recent performance of 
all districts and schools statewide and peer districts and schools that serve similar 
student populations; modify periodically to reflect recent gains 

Known targets: Give districts and schools known targets to aim for each year; in 
theory, everyone can get an ‘A’ if all make significant progress (criterion referenced) 

AMOs should motivate and diagnose, not simply sort.  

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Proficiency and growth: Evaluate districts and schools based on learning levels 
students reach and gains students make 

Measures of what educators add, not what students start with: Focus on 
outcomes that are not correlated with socioeconomic status, special populations or 
demographic characteristics 

All students and students most in need: E.g., AMOs based on median outcome of 
all students + median outcome of each or all “ESEA” populations 

Diagnostic transparency: Ensure educators can re-create and verify results, so they 
know how they’re being assessed and why they did or didn’t do well—which 
schools and kids are not succeeding: no regressions 

Multiple measures: Measure desired outcomes and actions that generate them. 



1 

Multiple Measures: All Schools, Elementary/Middle Schools 

1 

All schools – metrics giving parents, teachers, students a stake in evaluation 
and measuring how well schools are organized to accelerate learning 
•
•

Attendance  
Annual School Survey of Parents, Teachers, Secondary Students 





Academic Expectations 
Communication 
Engagement of Students in Learning 
Safety and Respect 
 

MS/K-8 – metrics to expand data sources and subject areas beyond State tests 
in ELA and Math and to promote high school readiness 
•
•
•
•
•

English core course  (Common Core) passing rate 

Math core (Common Core) course passing rate 

Science core course passing rate 

Social studies core course passing rate 

High school credit earned in 8th grade 



     
                   

         

Multiple Measures: High School 
WWe measure gradduatiion rates as wellll as thhe kkey perfformance 

indicators that track progress toward graduation 

 

edits
edits 
 

   

   
   

       
       

   

 
 

 
 

Y 2 

Year 3 

Cr 
Cr 

Credits 

Year 1 

Year 2 

+ 
Regents (how fast students Regents (how fast students 
complete them; how many pass) 

English 

Math 

U.S. History 

Science 

Global Studies 

Graduation Graduation 

•	 Associates Degree •	 Associates Degree 

• Advanced Regents 
Diploma with Honors 

•	 Advanced Regents •	 Advanced Regents 
Diploma 

• Regents Diploma 

•	 Local Diploma •	 Local Diploma 

• GED  

23 



Multiple Measures: College Readiness (HS) 

Metrics  

1. College Prep Course Index: Percentage of students in the graduation  
cohort who have: 
 taken/scored 65+ on Algebra II Regents exam, 
 taken an Advanced Placement (AP) course/scoring 3+ on AP exam, 
 taken an International Baccalaureate (IB) course/scoring 4+ on IB exam, 
 received college credit through a dual enrollment program (College Now,  
   Early College, etc.), or 
 taken/passed another approved college ready course/assessment. 

2. College Readiness Index: Percentage of students in the graduation cohort 
who have passed out of remedial requirements set by City College of NY, by 
the time their cohort is scheduled to graduate. Calculated using both SAT 
and Regents exam scores. 

3. College Enrollment Rate: Percentage of students in the graduation cohort 
who enroll in a two- or four-year postsecondary institution in the fall after 
graduating, according to data from the National Student Clearinghouse. 

1 
1 



How Multiple Measures Roll Up Into Overall Score 

Grade and 
Overall Score 

School 
Environment 

15 points 

Student 
Performance 

25 points 

Student 
Progress 

60 points 

Additional 
Credit 

Up to 15 points 

Based on comparison to 
peer schools (75%) and 
City (25%) 

•

•

School Survey 
results 

Attendance 

• Student test scores 
in ELA and Math 
(average 
proficiency and % 
Level 3/4) 

• Student progress on
ELA and Math test 
scores (median 
adjusted growth 
percentiles) 

•

•

Graduation rates (4-
year and 6-year) 

Weighted Graduation 
Rates (4-year and 6-
year by diploma type) 

• Exemplary 
performance and/or 
progress on test 
scores with high 
need students 

• Exemplary 
graduation and/or 
regents outcomes 
with high need 
students 

•

•

School Survey 
results 

Attendance 

•

•

Credit 
accumulation 

Regents 
completion and 
pass rates 

Elementary, Middle, and K-8 Schools 

High Schools 
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•

•

An 2.5-day on-site review of 
how effectively schools use 
data to improve student 
achievement. The Quality 
Review: 
 

Provides schools with 
feedback on what is 
working well and areas in 
need of improvement 

–

–
 

Informs school goals and 
plans for aligning resources 
to meet student needs 
 

A narrative report on every 
school is published on each 
school’s Web site 

Possible scores: 

•

•

•

•

Well-Developed 

Proficient  

Underdeveloped with Proficient 
Features 

Underdeveloped 

Key events of the Quality Review: 

•

•

•

Case study 

Class visits 

Conversations with multiple 
constituencies 

• Observation of collaborative activity 

Multiple Measures: Quality Review 
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Multiple Measures: Quality Review Criteria 
Quality Statement 1: Instructional and organizational coherence 

1.1: Rigorous and 
engaging curricu-
lum 

1.2: Differentiated 
instruction aligned 
to beliefs 

1.3: Aligned 
resource-use 
 

1.4: Positive 
learning 
environment 

Quality Statement 2: Gather and analyze data 

2.1: School-level 
assessment data 
analysis 

2.2: Alignment of 
assessments to 
curriculum 

2.3: Data tools for 
decision-making 
 

2.4: Data reflection 
and communication 
 

Quality Statement 3: Plan and set goals 

3.1: School-level 
theory of action 
and goals 
 

3.2: Teacher team 
and classroom-level 
goals 
 

3.3: Assessments 
used to make 
adjustments and 
provide feedback 

3.4: Clear 
expectations and 
family engagement 
 

Quality Statement 4: Align capacity-building 

4.1: Instructional 
focus  and differen-
tiated support for 
teachers 

4.2: Teacher teams 
engaged in 
collaborative 
inquiry 

4.3: Teacher 
leadership develop-
ment and instruc-
tional capacity 

4.4: Support for 
meeting 
child/youth 
development needs 

Quality Statement 5: Monitor and revise 

5.1: Evaluate 
instructional and 
resource decisions 

5.2: Evaluate 
assessment and 
data systems 

5.3: Evaluate 
planning and goal-
setting systems 

5.4: Evaluate adult 
capacity-building 
systems 



Guiding Principles 

1 

AMOs should motivate and diagnose, not simply sort.  

• Proficiency and growth: Evaluate districts and schools based on learning levels 
students reach and gains students make 

• Measures of what educators add, not what students start with: Focus on 
outcomes that are not correlated with socioeconomic status, special populations or 
demographic characteristics 

• All students and students most in need: E.g., AMOs based on median outcome of 
all students + median outcome of each or all “ESEA” populations 

• Diagnostic transparency: Ensure educators can re-create and verify results, so they 
know how they’re being assessed and why they did or didn’t do well—which 
schools and kids are not succeeding: no regressions 

• Multiple measures: Measure desired outcomes and actions that generate them. 

• Realistic measures based on demonstrated, comparable experience: E.g., base 
AMOs on how districts and schools performed compared to recent performance of 
all districts and schools statewide and peer districts and schools that serve similar 
student populations; modify periodically to reflect recent gains 

• Known targets: Give districts and schools known targets to aim for each year; in 
theory, everyone can get an ‘A’ if all make significant progress (criterion referenced) 



   

       
     

       
         

       

                       

Example: Attendance (Peer Horizon)
Example: Attendance (Peer Horizon)
 

School A has an 
attendance rate of 90%attendance rate of 90% 

• The  attendance rates for 
schools in School A’s ppeer 
group ranged from 85% to 
95% 

• School  A  scored  exactly  in 
 
th ddl b h
he  middle  between  the 
 
lowest  and  highest  score  
in  its  peer  group 

•  • Therefore Therefore,  School  A’sSchool A s  
Peer  Horizon  score would  
be  50% 

       

       
     
       
         

50%

85% 90% 95% 
Lowest peer Highest peer
 

score*
 score*
 

School A’s attendance is 
50% of the distance 

between the lowest and 
hihighhestt scores iin itits peer 

group 

Note: Minimums and maximums are established using +/‐ 2 standard deviations from the mean 
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After Remaining Flat for 16 Years, NYC’s Graduation Rate  
Has Increased by 33% Since 2002 

Percent of Students in a Cohort Graduating from High School in 4 Years 

47
44

47
45 44

46

51 50
48 48 48 48

50 50 50 51 51
53 54

58
60

62

66
68

47
49

53

59

34
37 38 37

39

45

51

50

55

1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008
Class of  

1992-2002: + 0% 2002-2009: + 33% 1986-1992: + 9% 

NYC Calculation Method NY State Calculation Method 

Notes: NYC traditional calculation includes Local and Regents Diplomas, GEDs, Special Education diplomas, and August graduates. It does not include disabled students in self-contained classrooms or 
District 75 students. The NYS calculation, used since 2005, includes Local and Regents Diplomas and all disabled students. It does not include GEDs and Special Education diplomas. The federal rate, 
published by EdWeek, uses a method called the Cumulative Promotion Index (CPI). 
 

NY State Calculation Method 
(Including August Grads) 

61 

1 

56 

63 

Federal Calculation Method 
(includes students who transfer out) 



Appendix
Appendix
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High School: Weighted Regents Pass Rates
 

8thThThe W iWeighhted  R d Regents PPass RRates measure progress madde siince thhe 8th 

grade ELA, Math, Science, and Social Studies tests 

32 

 

         
     
       

 
       

   
     

 
 

Illustrative 

“Exppected” 
Regents pass 
rate based on 
8th grade 

proficiency (%) 

Weight 

100%
 
More weight is given to 
students with lower 

proficiency based on the 
8th grade New York State 

90% 

8th grade New York State 
tests 

33% 
25% 

1 2 
Decile 

9  10

1.0 1.1 3.0 4.0
 



 

 

 

Peer groups 

•	

••	 

• 

 A peer group is a group of schools with similar student 
populations that serve approximately the same grade levels 

>

>

 For elementary and K-8 schools, peer groups are determined 
based on a comparison of student demographics across
schools 

 For middle schools and high schools, peer groups are 
determined based on a comparison of student performance on 
ELA and Math test scores 

Peer  groups  consist  of  u  p t   o 40 schools  serving  approximately thePeer groups consist of up to 40 schools serving approximatel  y the  
same grade levels (i.e., elementary schools have onl  y other 
elementary schools in their  peer group; same goes for middle 
schools, K-8 schools, and high schools) 

Each school has a unique peer group (so each school can be in 
the middle of its peer group) 

21 



       
       

Enable: ARIS ‘My Students’ 
3‐8 English Language Arts View 

11 

     

 

 

Attendance NY State ELA Test Attendance NY State ELA Test 

Acuity 

Performance 
Series 

Views 

Filters 
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Enable: ARIS Parent Link 
Customized Parent Walkthroughs  

What is this assessment? 

How does this assessment help you 
teach my child? 

How did my child 
do on this 

assessment? 

How can I help my child succeed? 



Enable: Inquiry Teams

12 

School-wide self-assessment and goal-setting

Principal’s buy-in and launch

Teacher team formation: vast majority of teachers on 
teams with regular meeting times

Structured support for teacher team facilitators

Examine 
teacher work 

(including 
classroom 

visits)

Revise and
repeat inquiry

cycle

Examine 
student 

work/
data

Monitor student progress
with common assessments 

Take action: 
implement 

instructional 
strategy

Define instructional 
strategy and 

set goals

Engage 
external 

resourcesInstructional 
inquiry cycle 

(multiple teams)

Set-up

Take action to 
build teacher 
and school 

capacity

Ref lect on teacher 
teams' results and 

consider f or school-
wide change 

(teachers assume 
leadership role)

Analyze 
school 

capacity and 
plan for 

school-wide 
changeSchool-wide

inquiry cycle

Share and 
celebrate work
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Gap in Percent of Proficient Students Between NYC and Rest of State
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Grade 4 Math

Grade 4 ELA -8.2% -47.7%
Grade 8 ELA +15.4% -22.2%
Grade 4 Math -10.3% -73.8%
Grade 8 Math +19.3% -43.0%

Change in Gap 
1999-2002 2002-present



   

     
       

     
         
           

Progress Report Objectives 

•

•

•

•

Broad  Scale: integrate  diverse 
 
sources  of  observation  and  data 
 
about  schools  and  outcomes
 about schools and outcomes 
Outcomes not Inputs: evaluate
 
schools based on measurable results
 
Progress  andProgress and  Performance: measure 
what schools 

 
co
Pe
n
r
t
forman e: measure 
ribute 

c
to students, 

 
     

not  what  students  bring  to  schools  
Peer and City Comparisons: 
compare similar schools on growth
 
measures; hold all schools to Citywide
 
standard
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Average Proficiency by School Demographic Index Average Proficiency by School Demographic Index 

Progress Report Score by School Demographic Index 



 Progress Report
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         New templates clarify scoring and metrics
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NYC Progress Report (page 1)
 

Two ways of evaluating schools 
1 P R t d1. Progress Report grade 
2. Quality Review score 
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